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WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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DETAILED ACTION 

« 

■ 

Specification 

1 . The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: page 15 
includes a figure, the same cannot be present in the specification, it must be moved to 
the drawings section and numbered. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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5. Claims 1 - 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Duggal et al. US 2002/0190661 (Druggal). 
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6. As for claim 1 , Duggal discloses (Pages 5-6 [0090], Page 1 0 [01 34] - [01 36]) 
and shows in Fig. 1 1 and 23 an OLED comprising: 

a. a substrate (301 ) having a first opposing surface and a second opposing 
surface; 

b. a first electrode layer (302) overlying the first opposing surface; 

c. a light-emitting element (308) overlying the first electrode layer, the light- 
emitting element comprising: 

i. a hole-transport layer( 11 8), and; 

ii. an emissive/electron-transport layer (1 1 9); 

(1 ) wherein the hole-transport layer and the emissive/electron- 
transport layer lie directly on one another, and; 

d. a second electrode layer (306) overlying the light-emitting element (308). 

7. Duggal fails to teach the hole-transport layer comprising a cured polysiloxane. 

8. Duggal (fig. 22) discloses (Page 1 0 [01 34] - [01 35]) the use of polysilanes 
(applicant's polysiloxane) as the hole transport layer, furthermore it discloses different 

♦ 

possible variation of the same in a second embodiment. 
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Duggal (fig. 22) is evidence that ordinary workers in the art would find a reason, 
suggestion or motivation to use polysilanes as the hole transport layer. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Duggal by use polysilanes as the hole 
transport layer in any of the disclose variation for such advantages as providing an 
OLED exhibit a sharp photoluminescence with a high quantum efficiency in the 
ultraviolet region (Page 10 [0134]). 

9. As to the limitation of "prepared by applying an organosilicon composition to form 
a film and exposing the film to moisture, wherein the organosilicon composition 
comprises (A) at least one silane having the formula R1 SiX3 and (B) an organic 
solvent, wherein each R1 is independently selected from -Y-Cz, -(CH2)m-CnF2n+l, and 
-(CH2)m-C6F5, wherein Cz is N-carbazolyl, Y is a divalent organic group, m is an 
integer from 2 to 1 0, n is an integer from 1 to 3, and X is a hydrolysable group" is 
considered as a product by process limitation. "Even though product-by-process claims 
are limited by and defined by the process, determination of patentability is based on the 
product itself. The patentability of a product does not depend on its method of 
production. If the product in the product-by-process claim is the same as or obvious 
from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even thought the prior product 
was made by a different process." In re Thorpe, 777F, 2d 659, 698, 227 USPQ 964, 
966 (Fed. Cir. 1985); see also MPEP 2113. 

1 0. As for claims 2-8, the recited limitations of these claims are considered as 
product by process limitations. "Even though product-by-process claims are limited by 
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and defined by the process, determination of patentability is based on the product itself. 
The patentability of a product does not depend on its method of production. If the 
product in the product-by-process claim is the same as or obvious from a product of the 
prior art, the claim is unpatentable even thought the prior product was made by a 

* ■ • 

different process." In re Thorpe, 777F, 2d 659, 698, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 
1985); see also MPEP 21 13. 

1 1 . Examiner would like to point out that the above limitations that are Product-by- 
Process are so because they go to the composition of the organosilicon composition 
which is use in the process of creating the polysiloxane layer, neither the claims nor the 
specifications render the composition of the actual composition of the hole transport 
layer, therefore since the claims only describe the process and not the structure of the 
final layer that is present in the invention they are consider Product-by-Process. 

12. As for claim 9, Duggal disclose (Page 1 1 [0147])) that the OLED comprises an 
emissive/electron-transport layer (119) which composition includes a Photoluminescent 
layer made of an organic dye. 

13. As for claim 10, Duggal further discloses (Page 10 [0136]) the OLED comprising 

» 

a hole-injection layer (117) and an electron injection layer (121). 

Conclusion 

14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. US 4,769,292, US 4,933,053, US 2003/0219924, and US 
5,869,843. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andres Lopez-Esquerra whose telephone number is 
(571 ) 272-9753. The examiner can normally be reached on M - Th 6:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Steven H. Loke can be reached on (571) 272 - 1657. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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